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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to explicate how an adult development perspective can further an understanding of mentoring (developmental) networks and their value to focal individuals in terms of the developmental functions provided and outcomes such as personal learning, task performance and development. We utilize Robert Kegan’s developmental stage theory to explore the implications of an adult development lens for individuals’ mentoring networks. The article identifies and describes an individual antecedent—an individual’s developmental stage—that influences developmental relationship qualities and outcomes. Theoretical propositions suggest varying network structures among individuals at three of Kegan’s latter stages of development—interpersonal, institutional, and interindividual—as well as implications for relationship dynamics and outcomes. Several propositions are offered for future research that will help to illuminate what mentoring networks may look like at various adult development stages, as well as what organizations should consider as they go about fostering both formal and informal mentoring alliances. Individuals should consider how their developmental stage might influence the relationships that they have, and those that they should seek to foster continuous development. Organizations should consider stage of potential mentors and protégés when creating formal mentoring programs, and include opportunities for individuals to reflect on their own developmental stage as part of the self-assessment and career development process.
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Introduction

The recent reconceptualization of mentoring from its traditional focus on the relationship between a senior mentor and junior protégé to one based on a developmental network comprised of a number of relationships that support a focal individual (Higgins, 2001), opens the mentoring field to new inquiry.


A developmental network is a particular type of “egocentric” network that is comprised of “the set of people a protégé names as taking an interest in and action to advance the protégé’s career by providing developmental assistance” (Higgins and Kram, 2001). The key distinction between an individual’s social network and his or her developmental network is that the former includes all social ties, whereas the latter includes only those that are identified as of particular importance to career growth and personal learning (Higgins & Kram, 2001;Lankau & Scandura, 2002) 
 
The notion of a developmental network is consistent with Kram’s (1985) initial assertion of a “constellation” of developmental relationships from varying social spheres, including relationships external to one’s employing organization, such as relationships with family members and/or members of community groups, and internal to one’s organization, such as relationships with a formally assigned mentor, supervisor, subordinate, and peers.  A number of scholars have furthered our understanding of these mentoring alternatives in their research that clearly supports this reconceptualization of mentoring (Eby, 1997; Kram & Isabella, 1985). 

Research on mentoring and developmental networks has shown strong support for developmental relationships as vehicles for personal learning and development in individuals’ careers. Studies have suggested, for example, that developmental relationships are associated with enhanced rate of career advancement (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991), compensation (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991), personal learning (Lankau & Scandura, 2002), and career satisfaction (Fagenson, 1989). Given the importance of developmental relationships in individuals’ careers, it is important to gain a greater understanding of antecedents that influence the value that individuals reap from their respective networks. Common observation suggests that some individuals will experience more developmental support from their networks, as well as experience greater development as a result of that support.

In this paper, we assert that one critical and relatively unexplored factor--an individual’s developmental stage--has implications for how he or she experiences relationships with developers, both formally assigned and informally cultivated; the functional support he might receive, as well as how support will be utilized; and the overall structure of his developmental network. The vantage point of the paper is protégé-centric in that an individual is considered to be a proactive participant (see Bateman & Crant, 1993 on proactive behavior) in the cultivation of a developmental network and in nurturing or hindering established and formally assigned relationships. A proactive protégé is consistent with Hunt and Michael’s (1983) assertion that certain individuals (potential protégés) might more readily instigate relationships with potential mentors. 

We include a discussion on the importance of the developer’s (e.g., mentor’s) stage as critical to relational interaction and effectiveness. To be more specific, we assert that protégés at different stages will maximally benefit from developers at higher stages, given that they will have transcended the limitations that the protégé faces.   


Our analysis utilizes an adult development lens to examine the nature and consequences of developmental networks and the relationships that comprise them. Specifically, we use Robert Kegan’s (1982, 1991, 1994) six-stage developmental stage theory to propose that individuals at various stages will differentially experience developmental relationships and networks. We also propose that the developer’s stage influences the value of support to the protégé.


The article unfolds as follows: first, we overview the evolution of mentoring towards a developmental network perspective. Next, we describe Kegan’s stage model and its utility as an application to the mentoring literature. We then develop propositions relating Kegan’s three latter stages of development—interpersonal, institutional, and interindividual—to the composition of an individual’s network and relational qualities, to individual performance and learning outcomes, and to the impact of the developer’s stage on a relationship. We conclude by discussing practical implications for individuals and organizations and presenting avenues for future research.

A Developmental Network Perspective on Mentoring

In this paper, we utilize the perspective of mentoring as a developmental network. Drawing on social network theory, Higgins and Kram (2001) reconceptualized mentoring as a network of ‘developers’ (including, but not limited to mentors) that offer varying degrees of psychosocial support (Kram, 1985), career support (Kram, 1985), and role modeling (Scandura; 1992; Scandura, 1993). Throughout this paper, we will refer to developmental relationships, including mentors, as ‘developers.’

Higgins and Kram (2001) offered a typology of developmental networks based on two key dimensions: (1) developmental relationship diversity and (2) strength of the individual relationships that comprise the network. Diversity can be considered either in terms of the degree to which developers in the network know or are connected with one another (density), the number of differences in gender, race and ethnic/national identity represented in the network (diversity), or as the number of social systems from which the developers stem (range) (e.g., Burt, 1992). The strength of relationship (also referred to as the strength of tie) dimension relates to the degree of reciprocity, intimacy, and frequency of communication between the protégé and developer (e.g., Granovetter, 1973). 

Although Higgins and Kram (2001) were the first to formally define and examine a developmental network, research examining multiple, simultaneously held mentors has steadily gained a foothold since the 90s (e.g., deJanesz, Sullivan, & Whiting, 2003; Scandura & Mezias, forthcoming; Baugh and Scandura, 2000; de Janesz & Sullivan, 2004; Thomas, 1990, Thomas & Higgins, 2000; Higgins, 2000, 2001). Higgins & Kram’s reconceptualization of mentoring and prior research on mentoring is consistent with the reality that individuals today, in navigating a turbulent career environment—the result of forces such as globalization, downsizing, technological advances, and outsourcing—are likely to draw not on one, but multiple sources of developmental support (deJanesz, Sullivan, & Whiting, 2003; Higgins & Kram, 2001). 

In fact, we would argue that the current career context actually necessitates that individuals seek to learn from a variety of individuals both inside and outside their work place.  It has already been documented that changes in organizations (e.g. downsizing, flattening of hierarchies, the pace of change) require individuals to regularly learn new knowledge, skills and competencies to be able to perform effectively in rapidly changing and team-based environments (Hall & Mirvis, 1996; Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Hall et al, 1996).  As Hall (1996, 2002) has pointed out, self-awareness and adaptability (which encompasses the ability to regularly learn effectively) are essential “meta-competencies” required of individuals in all contemporary contexts.  No longer can individuals expect a mentor to be accessible and relevant to his or her learning and career development for a number of years as was true in the 80s and early 90s.  Instead, the protean career (which is defined by the individual rather than the organization) will be a common experience for both protégés and mentors, and relationships that support individuals’ current learning and development will shift over time

Implicit in the notion of a developmental network is that individuals will cultivate and maintain relationships that are more or less effective in meeting their developmental needs. As stated earlier, however, individuals will experience varying levels of success in establishing developmental relationships, as well as maintaining successful formally assigned mentoring relationships, receiving functional support, and assimilating and growing from the support that is provided. We have found that an adult development lens on mentoring is quite useful in highlighting one factor that likely contributes to these differences: the individual’s developmental stage. In delineating this new theoretical application, we are able to define several new propositions to guide future research in this area of inquiry.   
An Adult Development Perspective 

Although researchers have called attention to the linkage between adult development (i.e., Hunt and Michael, 1983; Kram, 1983) and developmental relationships, the connection remains relatively unexplored. Adult development theories incorporate an individual’s personal and professional concerns and goals as well as his or her needs, capabilities, “order of mind” (Kegan, 1982; 1991; 1994), and the developmental tasks that he or she faces during the course of a lifetime (e.g., Erikson, 1963, 1968; Levinson, 1978; 1991). The factors that shape decisions that individuals make and their overall behavior can be understood by applying a developmental lens. In the context of this paper, an adult development perspective can aid an understanding of the types of developmental relationships an individual is more or less inclined to foster, the functional support he or she is likely to receive as a result of the types of relationships that are fostered, and how he or she may utilize formally and informally assigned support.

Stage theories (e.g., Kegan, 1982, 1991, 1994; Loevinger, 1978; Torbert, 1991, 2004; Kohlberg, 1984), can be considered hierarchical in that one stage is more advanced than its predecessor and each successive stage incorporates the “know how” from earlier stages. A developmental stage is “a frame of reference that one uses to structure one’s world and from within which one perceives the world” (Gallos, 1989: 114). In contrast to phase theories (e.g., Levinson et al., 1978; Levinson & Levinson, 1996), stages are not age-linked; therefore, people at the same age can be at qualitatively different stages (Kegan & Lahey, 1984). 

Kegan’s stage theory model posits six stages through which people evolve and develop more sophisticated ability to integrate stimuli and experiences into one’s self-concept and understanding (Kegan, 1982; 1991; 1994). The final three stages (Kegan has also termed the stages “orders of mind”) of development—the interpersonal, institutional and the interdependent self—typify most adults’ level of development. Consequently, our analysis will center on these three latter stages of development and their implications for developmental networks, as well as personal learning and career development outcomes.

Kegan’s work builds upon the psychological framework, subject-object relations, which describes how as individuals (subjects) grow, they increasingly know themselves as separate from the world of objects around them. The process of growth involves differentiation between a subject and object, followed by integration of that object, resulting in greater cognitive, social, and emotional complexity. Transformation occurs as something—e.g., theory, a personality trait, an assumption—moves from being subject to object (Kegan, 1982, 1991; Berger & Fitzgerald, 2002). 

“Things that are Subject are by definition experienced as unquestioned, simply part of the 

self…We don’t have things that are Subject; things that are Subject have us” (Berger & 

Fitzgerald, 2002: 30)
.  

Although our analysis centers on Kegan’s three final stages—as they characterize most individuals’ development—we will briefly overview the first three stages in order to provide a context for the theoretical application of Kegan’s research to developmental networks. 

Kegan’s early stages (0-2)

During the first stage (labeled “0”), the incorporative self is inseparable from the objects with which he or she interacts. A baby is not only his biological reflexes, but also the objects within his environment (Kegan, 1982). The stage ends when objects move from being the individual’s extensions to separate entities (Kegan, 1982). At the second stage (1), the impulsive self is not sufficiently differentiated from her impulses. This stage typically corresponds to individuals who act upon impulses because they have not developed a self that can control them. Once an individual recognizes that he is able to control impulses (the impulses become objects beyond oneself), she/he moves into the third stage, the imperial self (Kegan, 1982). 
When an individual reaches the third stage, she “has” rather than “is” her environment and impulses (Kegan, 1982). In essence, she has differentiated herself from the objects (environment and impulses) that were formerly “Subjects.” Although this differentiation has allowed a self-concept, a “me”, to arise, the individual’s needs, interests, and personal goals control her Kuhnert and Lewis (1987), in their application of Kegan’s theory to leadership, asserted that individuals at stage three “lack an ability to reflect on their goals; they do not have agendas—they are defined by them” (652). Therefore, an imperial self individual, as suggested by the term “imperial”, view others as a means to meeting or blocking his personal needs. Based on the foregoing discussion, it seems unlikely that an imperial individual would have the capability to nurture mutually satisfying developmental relationships, as the individual would not be inclined to consider others’ needs and interests. 

The interpersonal individual. The interpersonal stage is the “first time individuals can experience trust, commitment, respect, and mutuality…” (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987: 652). This stage characterizes most adolescents and some adults’ development (McAuliffe, 1993). A fourth stage individual has sufficiently differentiated him- or herself from the needs and interests that once controlled him (Kegan, 1982). Because an interpersonal individual can consider their and others’ interests simultaneously, they have the capacity to foster developmental relationships and experience positive relational interactions with formally assigned and informally cultivated developers. Studies suggest that trust, reciprocity, and interpersonal comfort between mentors and protégés positively influence relational effectiveness (Young & Perrowe, 2000), mentoring functions provided (Ensher, Thomas, & Murphy, 2001; Allen, Day, & Lentz, 2002), and perceived quality of relationships (Allen, Day, & Lentz, 2002). 

Proposition 1: An interpersonal stage individual, in contrast to those at earlier stages, is capable of nurturing mutually enhancing relationships with the formal mentors and informal developers in his or her developmental network.

While the ability to experience satisfying strong-tie relationships represents an opportunity for the interpersonal individual, the fourth stage has a major shortcoming as well (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987. Interpersonal individuals have not differentiated themselves from those who are important to them; essentially, subjects (a focal individual) cannot perceive significant others as objects outside of themselves. Kegan wrote:

“To say that the self is located in the interpersonal matrix is to say that it embodies a plurality of voices…it is a shared reality” (96). “There is no self to share with another; instead the other is required to bring the self into being” (97). 

Metaphorically, it is as if the interpersonal individual has “welcomed a board of directors into their decision making…” (Berger & Fitzgerald, 2002: 37). The individual at the interpersonal stage has his own personal needs, goals, and interests to the extent that they are defined for him by his relationships. For example, many interpersonal individuals choose career paths based on the unquestioned assumptions about what field or role is appropriate for someone in their referent group (McCauliffe, 1993). 

Since an interpersonal individual has no self with which to make decisions, he or she will seek support—developmental or otherwise—from those around them, particularly from developers. Furthermore, an interpersonal individual will have difficulty mediating among different ideologies and perspectives because they know no selves outside of their relationships. To reduce the tension that is experienced the interpersonal individual who is receiving conflicting advice, this individual may unknowingly choose to seek input from only one developer-the one who she/he identifies with most closely. Formal mentors and other developers may perceive interpersonal protégés as indecisive and overly reliant upon them for assistance.  

An interpersonal individual, as someone who has yet to develop a self-authored identity, will benefit from the assignment of a mentor who can aid transformation to the next stage. The mentor should be at a higher stage—institutional or interindividual—in order to be maximally effective. Assigned mentors at the interpersonal stage may not have the self-awareness and insight to offer different types of career and psychosocial support, depending on the particular individual’s developmental needs. Moreover, the interpersonal mentor “suffers” from the same limitation as her protégé in that he lacks an identity that transcends his relationships. Therefore, it is unlikely that the interpersonal mentor can provide counseling, coaching, acceptance, and other functions (Kram, 1985) relevant to helping the protégé to contemplate his own personal needs and interests.  Instead, the mentor at the interpersonal stage may insist that the protégé take on his values and decisions, in order to confirm and reinforce what he tentatively knows about self.  This approach can demand conformity in the protégé, and result in little personal learning and transformation for either individual.

Since progression to the institutional stage requires that an individual has relationships, rather than is his relationships, we propose: 

Proposition 2: Individuals at the interpersonal stage are likely to have developmental networks that are limited to relationships that help in defining one’s identity and self-confidence.

The foregoing discussion suggests that while an interpersonal individual is capable of nurturing trusting, reciprocal developmental relationships as result of an ability to consider others’ needs, he or she may be limited in meeting developers’ needs because his tend to dominate relational interactions. 

Dobrow and Higgins (2005, also in this Special Issue), in their research on developmental networks and professional identity, assert that the greater the diversity in an individual’s network, the more diverse the amount of information and resources received (also see Higgins, 2001). Greater diversity, in turn, leads to a greater opportunity for self-knowledge and, therefore, clarity of identity. Diversity in an individual’s network results from low-density. In contrast to a high-density network, which consists of a network in which developers know one another, a low-density network is comprised of individuals from varying social spheres who do not know one another. Therefore, the individual’s network is less redundant and would likely tap into more resources and information. The foregoing suggests that an ideal network for an interpersonal individual is one characterized by low density.

Proposition 3: A low-density developmental network will be associated with an interpersonal protégé’s transformation to the institutional stage. 

An assigned mentor would benefit the interpersonal protégé by counseling him or her to cultivate a network of developers from varying social spheres who can role model behavior (Ibarra, 1999) that facilitates identity development.

Table 1 shows challenges and opportunities that manifest as the result of an individual’s stage of development. In the case of the interpersonal individual, he or she will be challenged by a tendency toward over-reliance on developers and an inability to mediate among diverse developer perspectives and opinions. The interpersonal’s greatest opportunity lies in the ability to foster trusting, mutual strong-tie formal and informal relationships that facilitate identity development. 

---------------------------------




   Insert Table 1 about here



            ---------------------------------
Developmental stages and developmental networks

Figure 1 explicates the interrelationships between an individual’s developmental stage, developmental network, and individual outcomes.
                                                 --------------------------------

                                                 Insert Figure 1 about here

                                                 -------------------------------

The individual’s stage will influence the types of relationships that will likely comprise the developmental network, as well as the strength and, in some circumstances, the diversity of relational ties. In turn, psychosocial and career support provided by the network will mediate the relationship between developmental stage and individual outcomes. 

The range of support provided by each type of developer will vary based on the degree to which an individual accesses support as well as the resultant strength of tie. For example, while a formally assigned mentor has the potential to be an invaluable source of support, the focal individual will reap more or less of that support based on how the relationship is utilized. If, for example, the focal person asks relevant questions, actively listens to what is offered by the developer, and reflects on experiences using the insights and guidance that the mentor provides, more learning is likely than if the individual passively listens and makes no attempt to work with the suggestions offered.  

The individual’s stage will moderate how effectively he or she assimilates functional support provided by the network. For example, the interpersonal individual stage individual who receives several different perspectives from his developers will likely have difficulty processing diverging opinions and may ultimately feel overwhelmed.  In contrast, the interindividual individual will welcome diversity of perspectives and leverage them in reinventing personal identity and goals.


The model shows two moderating variables that will impact the influence of an individual’s developmental stage on the structure of his or her developmental network. An exhaustive list of potential moderators is beyond the scope of this paper. First, if the individual participates in a formal mentoring program, the network’s structure will potentially be impacted with respect to all three of dimensions identified in the model. A formal mentoring program enables an additional “node” in an individual’s network that may result in a strong tie, a greater degree of diversity in the network, and a new type of relationship (depending upon the type of relationships the individual cultivates informally). The strength of tie will be influenced by the degree of complementarity between the formally assigned mentor and the protégé; complementary interactions will occur when the protégé has needs that can be met by the mentor, and vice versa (Hinde, 1995). Second, as suggested earlier in the discussion on the interpersonal individual, and will be elaborated further later in the article, a developer’s stage will influence the value of the relationship to the protégé. We suggest that the interaction between the protégé’s and developer’s stages in important to the dyadic relations between them.


Figure 1 identifies several individual outcomes that are influenced by an individual’s stage and developmental network support, including shorter-term outcomes such as skill building, task performance, self-awareness, and adaptability, and longer-term outcomes such as enlargement of responsibility and compensation. Studies in the mentoring literature suggest that mentors and developmental networks, as vehicles of learning and growth, impact these outcomes.

The institutional individual. In contrast to the interpersonal stage individual, an institutional stage individual—at the fifth developmental stage—is able to form his or her own beliefs rather than socially accepted beliefs, are capable of self-direction, possess a greater degree of self-awareness, and have reached a level of self-actualized independence (Berger & Fitzgerald, 2002, Kegan, 1982, 1991). An individual at the institutional stage has elevated him- or herself to “chairman of the board” (Berger & Fitzgerald, 2002: 38). According to Kegan, an individual at this stage has authored:

“…a self which maintains a coherence across a shared psychological space and so achieves an identity…In moving from ‘I am my relationships’ to ‘I have my relationships,’ there is now somebody who is doing this having, the new I, who, in coordinating or reflecting upon mutuality, brings into being a kind of psychic institution” (100). 

Proposition 4: Institutional individuals, given a self-authored identity, are more capable than interpersonal individuals to cultivate informal relationships that facilitate personal learning and growth. 

No longer as concerned with establishing one’s identity or a separate self, one can participate in developmental relationships where both parties to the relationship are able to move from learner to expert, easily and often. Although a self-authored identity poses a clear opportunity for the institutional individual, what may be less apparent is that it may also present a serious limitation. McAuliffe (1993), in applying Kegan’s theory to career transitions, stated: 

“The independent, self-assertive mode of the Institutional Balance is both a triumph over the stifling externality of Interpersonalism as well as the seeds of its limitations, for in the Institutional Balance the individual ‘lack[s] the capacity for self-correction, for reflecting on the fundamental purposes if the forms (e.g., job, occupation, other life role, or political or religious affiliation) that expresses those purposes” (72).

Later, McAuliffe states that the institutional individual may be “stymied by the individual’s rigidity…his or her being closed to new information” (McAuliffe, 1993: 72). 

According to Kegan, the institutional individual “is” the institution; the latter is not an object to be reflected upon, but rather is the lens through which the individual views his or her world (1982, 1991, 1994). Therefore, the individual strongly identifies with his or her occupation, position, affiliations, as he/she “is” those institutions. The larger institutions in which the individual “resides” define him, in spite of his being self-authored in the sense of having personal needs, goals, and interests beyond his relationships (Kegan, 1982). 

The institutional individual, by virtue of having a self-authored identity, may feel stifled, threatened, or controlled by efforts from a supervisor or formally assigned mentor to guide him. Functional support provided by seniors, supervisors, or formal mentors may be perceived as infringing upon the institutional’s self-authoring independence. A relationship with an assigned mentor will only thrive if that mentor is also at the institutional or higher developmental stage and willing to have a more reciprocal, collaborative alliance with the institutional protégé in which both individuals expect to learn from the other.  The institutional individual may perceive peer support—which is likely to be self- or mutually initiated—on the other hand, as less intrusive or authoritative. 

Proposition 5: Individuals at the institutional stage are likely to have networks that are dominated by peer relationships.

An institutional individual will likely have a rich peer network. Finding value in peer relationships, the institutional individual is more likely than the interpersonal individual to see the potential of diverse networks t Less concerned with establishing one’s identity beyond his or her relationships, and more focused on learning and leveraging one’s competencies, these individuals see diverse relationships as a source of tremendous learning that directly contributes to building the leadership competencies required to be high performing in a global and diverse environment.  So, for example, the institutional individual is likely to seize opportunities to learn how to build effective collaborative relationships with individuals of different cultural and/or functional backgrounds.  AInstitututionals are more likely than interpersonal individuals to consideralternative perspectives as sources of creative solutions to organizational challenges rather than as threats to their own points of view. Greater capacity for mutuality and learning in relationships with peers enables institutionals to build emotional competencies that are now essential to effective leadership in complex systems characterized by workforce diversity as well as multiple country locations. ( Boyatzis, Goleman and McKee, 200?). (see Table 1). 

The institutional’s diverse network will also enable him or her to receive greater amounts of information from various sources related to career opportunities (Higgins, 2001), therefore, enhancing the likelihood of voluntary career change (see Table 1). Furthermore, the institutional individual is well equipped to leverage his or her existing network, as well as cultivate new relationships, after a career transition to effectively socialize and adjust into a new, yet unfamiliar organizational context.  

An institutional individual faces a few key challenges posed by his or her developmental stage. The critical challenge for an institutional individual is to cultivate and utilize relationships with assigned mentors and/hierarchically senior individuals who can potentially offer valuable support. Should the institutional individual prefer developers whom he or she perceives as less intrusive or authoritative, he or she may not foster strong-tie relationships with these individuals, thus missing out on maximum support. Mentoring research suggests that peers are more likely to provide psychosocial and informational support (Kram & Isabella, 1985), whereas hierarchical mentors/developers provide more coaching and vocational support (Kram, 1985). The institutional individual who fails to garner career functional support will lack the opportunity for skill development (from coaching), sponsorship from higher status developers, and visibility and advocacy. The foregoing suggests that the institutional individual, by virtue of a predominantly peer network that results from the limitations of his/her developmental stage, may face serious obstacles to career growth and personal learning. 

A second challenge for institutional individuals results from his/her status as the “chairman of the board”; he or she may not solicit feedback and may poorly handle negative feedback. Third, although more adept than an interpersonal individual at dealing with differences, an institutional individual—like the interpersonal individual— may find it difficult to mediate among perspectives, thus causing difficulty in adjusting in a challenging or culturally dissimilar environment. Given that institutions define the institutional person, he or she mayhave difficulty seeing possibilities beyond them. In general, however, the institutional individual is more likely than an interpersonal individual to effectively adapt in new situations that pose unfamiliar challenges.  It is quite obvious that in the global context, where one is constantly crossing cultural boundaries, this capacity is now essential.

The interindividual individual 

At the fifth order stage, the interindividual, the individual’s sense of self is no longer rooted in performance within an institution or work roles, but rather it is derived from a sense of connectedness within a larger community (Kegan, 1982). An individual at the fifth order has an increased ability to alter their behavior based on new information (Kegan, 1982). Because the institution is now an object, an individual is able to coordinate his or her own and other’s institutional frameworks, in essence, transcending independence and choosing, instead, interdependence (Kegan, 1982).  

Kegan explained, the “ego stage 5 separates the self from the institution and creates, this, the ‘individual,’ that self who can reflect upon, or take as object, the regulations and purposes of a psychic administration which formerly was the subject of one’s attention” (1982: 103). 

“Stage 5 is a theory of the institutional: the institutional is ordered by that new self which 

is taken as prior to the institutional…people who are known ultimately in relation to their 

actual or potential recognition of themselves and others as value-originating, system 

generating, history-making individuals” (Kegan, 1982, 104). 
Proposition 6: Individuals at the interindividual stage are likely to have developmental networks that include peers, superiors, and subordinates and are rich in relationships characterized by mutuality, reciprocity, and continuous learning
. 


At the interindividual stage, individuals are more capable of seeing the potential in a wide range of relationships—whether with assigned mentors, supervisors, peers, family members or subordinates.  They seek learning that will enable them to leverage their unique skills and perspectives to add value to the enterprise and community.

Interindividuals will likely face minimal challenges (see Table 1) in cultivating rich networks and in utilizing them to adapt to and meet new challenges posed by the rapidly changing global context. Interindividuals, because they are sufficiently differentiated from “objects” (including people) around them, have a strong sense of identity and are inclined toward interdependence with others. They will effectively mediate differing perspectives and thus navigate the unfamiliar setting more adeptly than their interpersonal and institutional counterparts.


Interinterindividuals will have “entrepreneurial” networks (Higgins & Kram, 2001), consisting of diverse and strong ties with developers. Due to their network composition, they will likely have opportunities both within and outside the immediate work context. 


One possible challenge facing interindividuals is that because they are most capable of fostering mutually enhancing, strong-tie relationships, may feel the strain of maintaining a diverse network. They may be inclined, by virtue of their higher stage, to gravitate toward nurturing relationships with other interindividual individuals who are equally effective at interdependence.  While at first glance this may seem preferable, this strategy reduces collaboration and relevant sources of information from those at an earlier stage.  In addition, interindividuals can be very effective mentors to those at earlier stages of development, particularly if they are sufficiently empathic and aware of the challenges posed by earlier stages. 

It is interesting to note that if the assigned mentor is at a lower developmental stage (particularly at the interpersonal stage, but also at the institutional stage), it is quite likely that the individual at the interindividual stage may feel, at a minimum, uninspired, and too often undermined. This is because the mentor is more comfortable with a hierarchical relationship in which s/he is the expert, and the protege is primarily the learner in the alliance.  Thus, the opportunity for mutual learning is thwarted.


For the interindividual individual, the limitations of an assigned mentor may not be as detrimental as for individuals at an earlier developmental stage because they fully recognize the value of relationships with peers inside and outside the organization, as well as relationships with subordinates.  They are, by definition, less dependent on one relationship, and have learned how to engage in relationships characterized by mutuality and reciprocity.  These are the individuals who will actively build developmental relationships with a variety of individuals and ultimately have developmental networks that are rich, and responsive to current needs.


The developer’s stage 

 In the end, assigned mentors may or may not be a primary source of development for the individual. If assigned mentors are at a lower developmental stage than the target individual, it is likely that the latter will find the mentor to be lacking in terms of developmental assistance that is offered.  For example, a person at the interindividual stage will be seeking relationships that are mutual and reciprocal which offer the individual opportunities to leverage strengths through new insights that can be developed in dialogue with developers.  However, if the assigned mentor is at a lower developmental stage, he may not understand or know how to provide guidance and support in the form of a sounding board who poses just the right questions and offers reflections on one’s own experiences that resonate with the interindividual person. 

Individuals at a higher developmental stage are able to build a rich developmental network with individuals other than the assigned mentor; thus, this situation will not limit the individual’s success as long as the latter is willing to compensate for the mentor’s limitation in other ways.

Proposition 7: The developmental stage of an assigned mentor will influence the value of the relationship to the target individual.

Organizational and Individual Implications 
The use of an adult development perspective to examine developmental networks suggests a number of predictable challenges and opportunities an individual will face in either a domestic or international setting.  We have argued that an individual’s developmental stage will influence his or her network through impacting the types of relationships as well as the strengths of ties that comprise the developmental network. 

Most organizations that implement formal mentoring programs emphasize the traditional, single relationship between an experienced mentor and a less experienced protégé. Formal mentoring programs generally assign and cultivate relationships between the newcomer or the high potential employee and a more experienced individual who, because of his/her experiences to date, can provide critical career and psychosocial functions that will support learning and career development. Given the reality that individuals draw career support from a network of individuals that includes both formally and informally assigned relationships (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Higgins, 2000, 2001; Higgins & Thomas, 2000), we recommend that organizations supplement their formal mentoring programs with education and training related to how an individual can proactively cultivate a diverse network of developers within and outside their organizations to facilitate relevant learning and growth. This broadened approach to mentoring will require that senior executives and, in particular, human resource professionals, re-examine their assumptions about the essential elements of an appropriate mentoring initiative.

Indeed, a number of organizations have recognized the limits of one-to-one assigned mentoring relationships, and have begun to leverage the potential value of group mentoring and peer coaching.  (Kram and Hall, 1996; McCauley & Guthrie, 2006).  In making these alternative developmental relationships readily accessible to individuals, organizations are fostering what can be referred to as a “mentoring culture”—one in which developmental alliances are facilitated and encouraged through structured opportunities that simultaneously support learning as well as getting the work accomplished. It has become increasingly common, for example, to convene peer groups of individuals who work in similar types of jobs within the same organization and who are facing similar challenges. Someone who is skilled in modeling and fostering peer coaching should initially facilitate these peer groups. Over time, group members learn how to build mutually beneficial relationships with their peers, and to take these relational skills back to their immediate work groups for further application.    

These developmental relationship alternatives mitigate the potential drawbacks of formal mentoring programs in several ways.  As mentioned earlier, the formally assigned mentor who is at a lower developmental stage than the assigned protégé may not be very effective or responsive in this relationship. At the same time, however, this same individual may have important knowledge as well as resources that the protégé will benefit from.  If the protégé is encouraged to build his or her own developmental network, rather than rely on the one formally assigned relationship, he or she will experience less disappointment and disillusionment with the formal program. At the same time, the broadened approach will maximize both task-related and personal learning over time.

Research Implications and Future Agenda
Various instruments and methods have been developed to measure stage theories. With respect to Kegan’s theory, an extensive subject-object interview is utilized to assess one’s developmental stage. Loevinger’s (1978) stage theory is operationalized using a Washington University Sentence Completion Test (WUSCT). Torbert and Associates (2004), in operationalizing Torbert’s action-logic model, have modified Loevinger’s work and coupled it with Cook-Greuter’s (1999) work to create the Leadership Development Profile (LDP).  

While multiple assessment tools exist for the purpose of identifying an individual’s developmental stage, at least a few of them have been developed primarily as research measurements (e.g., Kegan). Senior executives and human resource professionals may find Kegan’s subject-object interview to be overly costly and time-consuming as a practical aid to training and development. Torbert and Associates’s LDP (2004) is designed to be more accessible to practitioners. Organizations can utilize the LDP or other practicable measurements to ascertain an individual’s developmental stage.

Consistent with training for protégés in formal mentoring programs, the assessment of a developer’s relative stage will enhance mentoring processes and the likelihood of choosing appropriate matches between a mentor and protégé. One important question for future research is which developer is best suited to provide support for an individual at each stage. For example, is an institutional individual developer better suited than an interindividual developer to help an interpersonal individual move to a later stage? An interindividual developer, having transcended the prior stages, seems to be the most valuable developer, but is it possible that he or she has “lost touch” with how one experiences prior stages? Furthermore, since individuals are often in transition between developmental stages (Kegan, 1982, 1991, 1994), it is also important to consider which developers will be most effective in aiding one’s growth to another stage. Kegan’s theory suggests that the level of developmental support an individual can offer to a protégé is linked to his or her developmental stage.  

Table 2 lists the theoretical propositions developed in this paper as the foundation for testable hypotheses for future research. Studies should empirically examine hypothesized relationships between an individual’s developmental stage, his or her network, and proposed individual outcomes. Due to the complexities of these relationships, initial research should be qualitative, focusing on how individual utilize their developmental relationships, the perceived quality of those relationships, and how their networks impact their experiences at work. Another area that is particularly important to further explore is how the respective developmental stages of a developer and protégé influence the degree and type of mentoring received. Research in this area should consider both how a developer can be supportive given the protégé’s current developmental stage, as well as how he or she might aid transformation from one stage to the next. Again, given the newness of this area of research, qualitative research will be most informative method of inquiry.

Finally, given the global context in which most individuals work today, the field will certainly benefit from research that examines the role of mentoring and developmental networks in cross-cultural contexts  (e.g., Mezias & Scandura, 2005, Kamoche, 2000).  There is already some research to indicate that mentoring across cultural boundaries is more complex than mentoring within one cultural context (e.g., Mezias & Scandura, 2005, Harvey & Wiese, 1998).                 In addition, recent research on expatriates indicates that mentors can play a very important role in fostering effective expatriation as well as repatriation later on (e.g., Mezias & Scandura, 2005, Allen & Alvarez, 1998; Harvey, 1989).  It appears that a developmental network comprised of host country and home country relationships is most effective when considering these challenging assignments. The propositions developed in this paper also suggest that the developmental stage of the expatriate will shape how well equipped he or she is to build and ultimately leverage such a diverse network.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have asserted that an individual’s developmental stage is an important antecedent to the nature of mentoring and developmental networks that are possible. Further, we are suggesting that the developmental network is a key tool for learning, development, and successful performance outcomes in challenging assignments.  The more we understand what individuals bring to these assignments, the more we can anticipate what will be needed domestically and abroad to maximize both individual and organizational outcomes.  

We have considerable knowledge about mentoring (given the last two decades of research) which is already useful to practitioners who are responsible for staffing and promotion decisions, as well as development policies and practices. With the recent work on developmental networks there are several important new ideas and propositions that should be considered. A first step in this next phase of mentoring research is to examine how individuals’ developmental stage shape relationship opportunities and outcomes.

Figure 1 – Theoretical Model of Interrelationships among Developmental Stage, Developmental Networks, and Individual Outcomes










*      Dotted box lines indicate mediating or moderating variables
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Capable of nurturing relationships due to ability to transcend personal needs for others’ needs.
































Career change (due to diversity of network).





Effective socialization





Identity transformation beyond an individual’s relationships has occurred, thus freeing the individual to focus on building skills and leveraging talents





TABLE 1 – Individual Challenges and Opportunities
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Table 2 – Propositions for Future Research





Proposition 1: An interpersonal stage individual, in contrast to those at earlier stages, is capable of nurturing mutually enhancing relationships with the formal mentors and informal developers in his or her developmental network.





Proposition 2: Individuals at the interpersonal stage are likely to have developmental networks that are limited to relationships that help in defining one’s identity and self-confidence.





Proposition 3: A low-density developmental network will be associated with an interpersonal protégé’s transformation to the institutional stage.





Proposition 4: Institutional individuals, given a self-authored identity, are more capable than interpersonal individuals to cultivate informal relationships that facilitate personal learning and growth.





Proposition 5: Individuals at the institutional stage are likely to have networks that are dominated by peer relationships.





Proposition 6: Individuals at the interindividual stage are likely to have developmental networks that include peers, superiors, and subordinates and are rich in relationships characterized by mutuality, reciprocity, and continuous learning.





Proposition 7: The developmental stage of an assigned mentor will influence the value of the relationship to the target individual.








� In practice, this notion of transformation from subject to object implies that individuals at different stages will experience the same mentor and the same challenging assignment quite differently.  In earlier stages, relationships and assignments and will be experienced more as “subject” and unquestioned, instrumental in defining the self in the new role. In contrast, at later stages, relationships will be experienced as being of mutual benefit, characterized by reciprocity and mutual influence, and assignments are likely to be viewed as open to different interpretations and approaches.


� Kegan (1982, 1991, 1994) has asserted that only a small percentage of adults reach the interindividual stage of development. At this stage, an individual is able to maximize the benefits of relational interaction. 
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